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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This application has been reassigned to Examiner David Phantana-angl<ool. 

2. This action is responsive to RCE filed on September 22"*^, 2008. 

3. Claims 73-100 are pending in the case. Claims 73, 78, 83, 87, 91 and 96 are the independent 
claims. 

4. Applicant amended claims 73-75, 78-80, 83, 84, 87, 88, 91-93. 

5. Applicant amended independent claims 78, 87, and 96 in response to a 35 USC § 101 rejection 
cited by the examiner in the previous office action. Applicant's amendment has addressed the 
rejection previously made, and therefore, in view of the amendment, 35 USC § 101 rejection is 
now withdrawn. 

6. Applicant amended claims 89 and 90 to system claims. The Office withdraws the Claim 
Objections for claims 89 and 90. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

7. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on September 22"*^, 2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person Inaving ordinary skill in the art to wliicli said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

g. Claims 73-100 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by Banerjee et al., 

US 6,983,273 in view of Herz, US# 6,020,883. 

As for independent claim 73: 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of a method for identifying a measure of similarity between 
activities of a plurality of parties using groups of information associated witii, and representative ofthiose 
parties on the world wide web or in other information stores, the method comprising in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, 
wherein a results page shown on a portion of a computer display (79), in which a search for sites 
regarding child health care was performed and five results items or "hits" (71- 75) are given, each with a 
short summary or the first few words for the linked site page, a relevance score, and a URL. As per typical 
search engine results, these results are sorted by degree of relevance. (Banerjee, Column 9, lines 24-30). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of analyzing groups of information on the world wide web 
or other information stores which are representative of the activities of each party, wherein a web site is 
added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of the 
content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and 
measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. 
(Banerjee, Column 1, lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of deriving a content profile for the information group of 
each party without prior knowledge of the content of the information group, and comparing the profiles to 
identify a degree of similarity between parties in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a relevance percentage is 
determined based on counting the number of keywords common to each hit list. 

Banerjee does not specifically show providing information about the degree of similarity between 
parties in response to user input which identifies one of the parties or a representative website of one of 
the parities, without requiring a user to enter a keyword search or provide other advance knowledge of a 
subiect of the information groups . In the same field of invention Herz shows providing information about 
the degree of similarity between parties in response to user input which identifies one of the parties or a 
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representative website of one of the parities, without requiring a user to enter a keyword search or 
provide other advance knowledge of a subject of the information groups in Col. 4, lines 35-62. Both 
Banerjee and Herz are analogous art. Accordingly it would have been obvious to a skilled artisan to 
modify the method of Banerjee and to incorporate the determining the degree of similarity between 
parties in response to user input without requiring a user to enter a keyword as taught by Herz, thus 
allowing the system to match a closely related data set that matches the user objected preferences (4:30- 
34). 

For Additionally information, also Dedhia, in US 200302 12669(included previously in 892) discloses the 
claimed aspect of comparing comprises counting the number of topics common to the profiles of each 
party in FIG. 6, wherein all of the filtered relevant product catalog descriptions are ranked based on the 
frequency and importance of these terms with respect to its category (6.3). Applicant should duly note in 
such a ranking system counting is used to determine the frequency. 
As for dependent claim 74: 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of analyzing comprises; calculating a frequency of occurrence of 
word and phrase topics in the group, wherein allocating a measure of importance to each topic in the 
group which is proportional to the topic frequency of occurrence in the group, wherein a web site is added 
to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined by analysis of the content of 
the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, etc.) and measure of 
important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags analysis. (Banerjee, 
Column 1, lines 53-57). Furthermore, important keywords determination is based on word frequency 
(Banerjee, Column 1 , lines 53-57) and in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating characteristic factors with 
linked sites is presented. When a search engine receives (41) an initial submission for indexing content 
from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked 
site is analyzed (42) by retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). 
Well-known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the keywords to be 
indexed to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in FIG. 5, the logical process (50) 
during operation in cooperation with a search process is shown. When a set of search criteria is received 
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(51) from a client computer (32) such as a set of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines 
general index (34) is searched (52). The ratings index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for 
each "hit"), and a results page is created with the summaries and one or more associated characteristics 
icons or symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the unrelated topics are not shown 
as hits. 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of comparing comprises: using the measure to generate a 
topic profile for eacli group tliat includes a plurality of topic identifiers and an indication ofttie importance 
of each of the topics identified to the group; defining a list of related topics which are related to the subject 
of the group in response to user input which identifies one of the parties, or a representative website of 
one of the parties, but without requiring the user to enter a keyword list or provide other advance 
knowledge of the subject of the group, in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a relevance percentage is 
determined based on counting the number of keywords common to each hit list and comparison. 
Furthermore, also Dedhia, in US 20030212669 discloses the claimed aspect of comparing comprises 
counting the number of topics common to the profiles of each party in FIG. 6, wherein all of the filtered 
relevant product catalog descriptions are ranked based on the frequency and importance of these terms 
with respect to its category (6.3). Applicant should duly note in such a ranking system counting is used to 
determine the frequency. 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of discarding topics in the topic profile which do not 
appear in the list of related topics : and comparing the topic profiles to derive a measure of similarity 
between groups, wherein important keywords determination is based on word frequency (Banerjee, 
Column 1 , lines 53-57) and in FIG.4, the process (40) of associating characteristic factors with linked sites 
is presented. When a search engine receives (41 ) an initial submission for indexing content from a linked 
site (or upon re-indexing of a previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is 
analyzed (42) by retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well- 
known processes such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the keywords to be indexed 
to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 1-8). Furthermore, in FIG. 5, the logical process (50) during 
operation in cooperation with a search process is shown. When a set of search criteria is received (51) 
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from a client computer (32) such as a set of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines 
general index (34) is searched (52). The ratings index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for 
each "hit"), and a results page is created with the summaries and one or more associated characteristics 
icons or symbols for each result item. Applicant should duly note that the unrelated topics are not shown 
as hits. 

As for dependent claim 75: 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of determining ttie list of related topics utilizes a 
thesaurus{assoc\at\or\ with predefined symbols. Abstract) to provide a plurality of related topic lists, 
wherein a web site is added to the engine's categories and keyword lists as suggested and as determined 
by analysis of the content of the submitted web site (e.g. word frequency analysis, hyper text header tags, 
etc.) and measure of important is determined by word frequency analysis or hyper text header tags 
analysis. (Banerjee, Column 1, lines 53-57). 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of each list related to a single topic in the topic profile, and 
aggregates the lists to form a final list of related topics for use in discarding topics in the topic profile in 
FIG.4, the process (40) of associating characteristic factors with linked sites is presented. When a search 
engine receives (41) an initial submission for indexing content from a linked site (or upon re-indexing of a 
previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by retrieving one or 
more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well known processes such as word 
statistical analysis can be used to determine the keywords to be indexed to the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, 
lines 1-8). Furthermore, in FIG. 5, the logical process (50) during operation in cooperation with a search 
process is shown. When a set of search criteria is received (51 ) from a client computer (32) such as a set 
of keywords, phrases, or QBE example, the search engines general index (34) is searched (52). The 
ratings index (34') is accessed for each results item (e.g. for each "hit"), and a results page is created with 
the summaries and one or more associated characteristics icons or symbols for each result item. 
Applicant should duly note that the unrelated topics are not shown as hits. 
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As for dependent claim 76: 

Claim 76 contains similar substantial subject matter as claimed in claim 74, and is respectfully rejected 
along the same rationale. 
As for dependent claim 77: 

Banerjee discloses the claimed aspect of group of electronic document text comprises pages of a web 
site in FIG. 7 and FIG. 8, wherein a listing of web sites are illustrated. Banerjee discloses the claimed 
aspect of downloading each page of the site in order to do the step of analyzing in FIG.4, wherein when a 
search engine receives (41) an initial submission for indexing content from a linl<ed site (or upon re- 
indexing of a previously indexed linked site), the actual content of the linked site is analyzed (42) by 
retrieving one or more pages and web objects from the linked site server (36). Well known processes 
such as word statistical analysis can be used to determine the keywords to be indexed to the site. 
Keyword lists may be used to categorize the content of the site. (Banerjee, Column 8, lines 3-10). 
As for claims 78-82: 

Independent claim 78 and dependent claims 79-82 reflect the system comprising of computer readable 
instructions for performing the step of method independent claim 73 and dependent claims 74-77 and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 
As for claims 83-86: 

Claims 83-86 contain similar substantial subject matter as claimed in claims 74-77, and are respectfully 
rejected along the same rationale. 
As for claims 87-90: 

Independent claim 87 and dependent claims 88-90 reflect the system comprising of computer readable 
instructions for performing the step of method independent claim 74 and dependent claims 75-77 and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 
As for claims 91-95: 

Claims 91-95 contain similar substantial subject matter as claimed in claims 73-77, and are respectfully 
rejected along the same rationale. 
As for claims 96-100: 
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Independent claim 96 and dependent claims 97-100 reflect the system comprising of computer readable 
instructions for performing the step of method independent claim 73 and dependent claims 74-77 and are 
respectfully rejected along the same rationale. 


Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 73-100 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to David Phantana-angkool whose telephone number is 571-272-2673. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F, 9:00-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
William Bashore can be reached on 571-272-4088. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 


DP 

/David Phantana-angkool/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2175 


/WILLIAM L. BASHORE/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2175 


